The term "protection of legitimate expectations" in administrative law traditionally draws our attention to vertical relationships between the State and an individual. In my text I propose a non-traditional approach to the issue of protection of legitimate expectations in administrative law. Instead of analysing the problem from the perspective of the relationship between the administrative body and the individual, I have attempted to tackle the problem from the perspective of entities involved in peer relationships.
including especially the following: estoppel (the prohibition to make assertions contradictory to prior position) in administrative law and the concept of forfeiture of rights (Verwirkung) in administrative law. Then I look at how the subjective structure of a legal relationship affects the protection of legitimate expectations in horizontal relations.
The next part of the article includes an analysis of the problem of good faith and protection of legitimate expectations in administrative. This part considers how the subjective structure of a relationship in administrative contracts affects the protection of legitimate expectations. After that, this section identifies the specific instruments for protecting legitimate expectations of contractual parties in administrative contracts. A particular aspect of the problem at issue is the protection of legitimate expectations in relationships between public administration bodies.
The final section of the article analyses good faith and the protection of legitimate expectations in horizontal relations in Polish administrative law. The conclusion brings together basic theses put forward in the earlier parts of the paper, providing additionally some general observations about the incorporation of traditional civil law constructs serving the protection of legitimate expectations and good faith into administrative law. 5 Joachim Burmeister, supra note 1, 7. Currently, scholars of law usually stop referring to the principle of good faith in their deliberations on the protection of legitimate expectations, recognizing that the protection of legitimate expectations is derived directly from the rule of law 6 More in Karl H. Schmitt, Treu und Glauben im Verwaltungsrecht (Berlin: Junker und Dünnhaupt, 1935); Eduardo García de Enterría, "El principio de protección de la confianza legítima como supuesto título justificatiovo de la responsabilidad patrimonial del Estado legislador," concept. 10 If, however, the reasoning is being conducted in the context of an evaluation of the actions of an individual, it is not possible to invoke the rule of law.
The addressee of directions arising from this principle is public authority. Thus, the principle of the rule of law cannot be invoked to justify the sanctioning of actions of individuals contrary to good faith, addressed towards the State or other individual.
In these situations, when seeking the axiological justification, one must resort to the principle of good faith as a general rule of the legal system. 11
THE PROHIBITION TO MAKE ASSERTIONS CONTRADICTORY TO A PRIOR POSITION (ESTOPPEL) IN ADMINISTRATIVE LAW
From the principle of good faith the prohibition to make assertions contradictory to a prior position of the person who makes these assertions (Verbot widersprüchlichen Verhaltens) is derived as a special case of protection of legitimate expectations in administrative law. This institution corresponds to the principle venire contra factum proprium, which is applicable in private law or the doctrine of estoppel in common law. Depending on the entity concerned (the State or an individual), the justification for the prohibition to make assertions contradictory to prior position is derived either from the ultra vires principle (as a part of the rule of law) 12 or from the principle of good faith. 13 The essence of this construct is to prevent someone from making assertions contradictory to his/her prior position if another person bases his or her legitimate expectation on this position and takes a certain action based on this legitimate expectation.
A classic example is a neighborhood dispute in the field of construction law. At the stage of preparation and implementation of a construction project, a neighbor (the owner of the neighboring plot) does not question the investor's actions (and therefore implicitly consents to them) or even expresses his consent. However, at the final stage of implementation or after the completion of the project, the neighbor unexpectedly raises protection claims, undermining the legality of the acts under which the project is being (or has already been) completed. Of course, every 10 Soeren J. Schønberg, supra note 3, 12 and the literature referred to therein. 
THE CONCEPT OF FORFEITURE OF RIGHTS (VERWIRKUNG) IN

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW
The prohibition to make assertions contradictory to prior position in administrative law is most often associated with the construct of the forfeiture of rights -Verwirkung. It is also a private law concept, but according to a wellestablished view public-law rights are also subject to forfeiture. 15 The concept of forfeiture may be described as follows: the entitled person cannot exercise his right if, from the moment when the right became due a significant period of time has elapsed (temporal element) and a special circumstance has arisen that causes that the late exercise of the right will be contradictory to the principle of good faith (circumstance element). To this description, elements referring to the protection of legitimate expectations are added. As a result of the specific behavior of one entity, another person could have believed and indeed believed that after such a long period of time the right would no longer be exercised (basis for confidence -Vertrauensgrundlage and situation of confidence -Vertrauenbestand). Based on this reasonable confidence, the person has taken specific actions (Vertrauensbetätigung). As a result of these actions, the delay in lodging a claim will result in unacceptable negative consequences for that person. 16 When analysing the institution of forfeiture in administrative law, the case law emphasizes the protection of legitimate expectations, legal certainty and legal fails to act in such circumstances when he is expected to take some steps to protect his rights. Only then will there be a legitimate expectation on the opponent's side.
As regards procedural rights, it can be thus considered inadmissible to lodge a complaint with the court after a long period of time not only due to the legitimate expectation on the part of the opponent, but also due to the public interest in maintaining the legal peace (Rechtsfrieden).
These elements of protection of the public interest, manifesting in the protection of legal certainty and stability of the decisions, were emphasized by the Federal Administrative Court (Bundesverwaltungsgericht) of August 10, 2000. 18 The court found that the procedural institution of forfeiture of rights was based on an unfair delay in filing the suit, contrary to the principle of good faith. This institution also serves the public interest -to protect the legal peace. This may lead to the loss of the right to file a suit, but does not violate the legal protection guarantees This reasoning indicates that this institution is an element of protection of legitimate expectations against the delayed lodging of claims that breaches good faith.
FORFEITURE OF RIGHTS AND OTHER LEGAL CONSTRUCTS LIMITING THE TIME FOR ASSERTING CLAIMS
Forfeiture is not the only legal construct combining the loss or inadmissibility of the exercise of a right with passive behavior for a prolonged period of time.
Administrative law also contains the institutions of statute of limitation, final date, or other time limits restricting the use of claims.
When analysing the relationship between these institutions, it is widely stated that forfeiture is independent on the possible existence or lack of statutory time limits that define the temporal scope of exercise of rights (e.g. statute of has not yet expired.
The difference lies in the fact that to perform a forfeiture it is not enough to prove the passage of time; there must yet be a condition of particular circumstances in which the entitled person asserts claims in a situation where this is contrary to the principle of good faith. It is not possible to define a general period, the expiry of which results in a forfeiture. It is crucial to analyse the circumstances of a particular case. This institution is to correct unfair effects of exercising one's rights in a given case. 19 The problem of forfeiture of the right to appeal against administrative acts is the consequence of the fact that the same administrative act may become effective with regard to different entities at different times. Consequently, there will be differences as regards the time limits for lodging appeals. This is especially the case 
THE SUBJECTIVE STRUCTURE OF A LEGAL RELATIONSHIP AND THE PROTECTION OF LEGITIMATE EXPECTATIONS IN HORIZONTAL RELATIONS
The classic legal relationship in administrative law is bi-polar (German:
bipolares). However, more often the institution of forfeiture appears in relation to so-called multi-polar (multipolaren) legal relationships.
The problem of multi-polar administrative relations (multipolaren Verwaltungsrechtsverhältnisse) can be explained using a triangular arrangement.
On both opposing points of the base stand mutually opposed private entities whose interests collide with each other. The administrative body which is to resolve the dispute should be placed at the apex of the triangle.
Describing this relationship using traditional methods and concepts of administrative law (specific for the continental classical approach) is difficult. This is a fundamentally different situation than the bipolar, vertical relationship between the State and an individual which is typical for administrative law. The concept of public-law right, which is a key concept in continental administrative law, was created as an instrument for the protection of the individual's interests in this bipolar relationship (according to the protection theory -Schutznormtheorie, currently widely accepted by German scholars). The whole public-law rights dogma is determined by the tension between the State and an individual, between the public and private interests.
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The fundamental problem is the relationship between private entities. To explain the problem, one must refer to the above-mentioned triangular arrangement illustrating the positions of participants in this relationship. There is no connecting line between the points occupied by the opposing individuals which would be governed by administrative law (verwaltungsrechtliche Verbindungslinie).
The case law recognizes the existence of two separate, bipolar legal relationships (investor and public authority, neighbor and public authority 
GOOD FAITH AND PROTECTION OF LEGITIMATE EXPECTATIONS
INSTRUMENTS FOR PROTECTING LEGITIMATE EXPECTATIONS OF CONTRACTUAL PARTIES IN ADMINISTRATIVE CONTRACTS
INTRODUCTION
Every contract, whether private or public, is based on trust between partners.
Protecting legitimate expectations of contractual partners is of particular importance in two situations. First, at the stage of negotiation leading to the conclusion of the contract. Second, at the implementation stage, when unforeseen circumstances arise that fundamentally change the contractual relationship.
Changes to the contract must take into account the partner's legitimate expectations with regard to the sustainability of the relationship.
The concepts and institutions known in civil law are used to solve problems emerging in the field of administrative contracts. For example: in German law the possibility of such "transfer of concepts" results from the referral contained in § 62, 
THE INSTITUTION OF CULPA IN CONTRAHENDO IN ADMINISTRATIVE CONTRACTS
At the stage of pre-contract negotiations, the protection of a partner's legitimate expectations is manifested in particular in the institution of liability for culpa in contrahendo. The German scholarly opinion and jurisprudence agree that these rules of liability also apply to administrative contracts. 28 It is believed that the aforementioned reference contained in § 62, sentence 2 of VwVfG, not only applies to the provisions of the Civil Code, but also to institutions that have been developed based on them. 
THE IMPACT OF CHANGE IN CIRCUMSTANCES ON THE CONTENT OF OBLIGATION IN ADMINISTRATIVE CONTRACTS
The problem of protection of legitimate expectations of contractual parties also appears in legal constructs concerning the influence of the change in circumstances on the content of the contract. The concepts known in civil law have been in this case the inspiration for working out specific solutions that take into account the specificities of administrative contracts.
In German administrative law, concepts used to solve the problem of extraordinary change in legal and factual relationships on which the administrative contract was based include the rebus sic stantibus clause and the ground that the basis of the transaction had ceased to exist (Wegfall der Geschäftsgrundlage). 31 Both constructs involve balancing the interests of contractual partners based on the principles of good faith and protection of legitimate expectations. On the one 28 Heinrich de Wall, supra note 1, 421; Hans J. Wolff, Otto Bachof, and Rolf Stober, supra note 7, 829. 29 Heinrich de Wall, supra note 1, 422. 30 Ibid., 423-424. 31 Heinrich de Wall, supra note 1, 288. Hans J. Wolff, Otto Bachof, and Rolf Stober, supra note 7, 830. to avoid or eliminate grave harm to the common good.
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The above-cited provision combines both civil law constructs: in the description of the facts, it refers to the elements of the rebus sic stantibus clause (extraordinary change of circumstances), while in the element defining the legal consequences there appears the construct based the ground that the basis of the transaction had ceased to exist -the possibility of termination of the agreement. 33 The literature of reference points out that, first, the change in legal grounds must be of material significance; second, it must exceed the limits of the risks that contracting parties face; and third, it must lead to a situation in which the contract cannot be enforced under changed circumstances. 34 If it is not possible to match the contract to the changed circumstances, the right to terminate the agreement is established. There is a so-called subsidiary form grounds for claims for damages. 37 The so-called "princely act" is a solution specific to administrative contracts in France. It has a long tradition, but it rarely appears in practice today. It involves the issuance of a sovereign act in the event that performance of contractual obligations under an administrative contract by a public body is subject to severe difficulties or costs. This is an element of operation in the state of so-called administrative risk (aléa administratif), the state of administrative necessity. The application of this measure encumbers the public administration with the obligation to compensate the damage done to the contractual partner.
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The essence of the theory of unforeseen circumstances may be explained as follows: during the performance of the contract a situation may occur when, due to abnormal and unforeseen events independent from the other contracting party (cocontractant), the burden associated with the obligations of this party significantly increases and particular difficulties in performing these obligations emerge. Unlike force majeure, these events do not affect the ability to perform the 35 The case law assumes that an administrative body may not invoke the protection of legitimate expectations towards another body, as this institution grants protection of legitimate expectations against the public administration. The administration itself does not need such protection. 41 The argument was also raised 42 If disputes between public administration entities arise in relation to the protection of legitimate expectations, these disputes should be settled on the basis of the principle of legality, which also includes legal certainty. 43 If the conflict is about the same public administrative body (Verwaltungsträger), it should be resolved by a superior authority within the organizational structure, based on legal and teleological criteria. Therefore, it is not about protected legitimate expectations of this body with regard to the conduct of another body. In addition, the functions of the principle of good faith are exercised by other legal institutions, such as the requirement of respecting the principle of federalism (bundesfreundlichen Verhaltens).
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In the administrative law scholarship in English-speaking countries, elements of legitimate expectations in relations between administrative bodies appear in the context of the principle of comity. This is primarily the principle of international law, used to relations between countries. 45 In the field of administrative law, the doctrine of comity is applied mainly in antitrust law in cases with a so-called extraterritorial element and serves to shape the proper relations between powers of antitrust authorities in various countries. 46 The principle of comity is also manifested in relation to the relationship between public authorities in the same country, in particular federal ones and the relationship between federal and state authorities. 47 The principle of comity is also invoked in the description of the relationship between administrative bodies and courts, treating it as an element of the rule of law. The executive power must respect judicial decisions, while the legislator, in creating the principles of judicial review of action of the public administration, must take into account the need to perform effectively the tasks entrusted to the administration. 48 This principle also applies to relations between bodies, deriving are bound by law, they may neither challenge nor modify the law by invoking social rules unless the legislature has given them the form of legal norms.
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It is also noteworthy that judicial review of administrative activities is based on the criterion of legality and does not include, as a rule, the assessment of activities of the administration in terms of so-called extra-system criteria of fairness, principles of social coexistence, or teleological criteria, such as the implementation of a specific policy of application of administrative law. Undoubtedly, it is not possible to "transplant" traditional civil law constructs into administrative law in an automated and thoughtless manner. Such a "concept transfer" must take into account the specificity of legal relationships within these two branches of law.
However, the theoretical purity of division into public and private law (where such division occurs traditionally, namely in continental systems) should not be a decisive criterion. Rationality and purpose should decide in finding solutions to problems arising in complex, multi-polar legal relationships. The concepts derived from private law should not be rejected if traditional constructs known in administrative law appear insufficient to address them.
There are some legal constructs that are universal to such an extent that they form the foundation of the legal system as such. They occur in all branches of law, of course taking into account the specific details of the given sphere of regulation.
Such legal constructs undoubtedly include the protection of good faith and the principle of protection of legitimate expectations that is derived from the former. So I do not think there is a sufficiently strong argument to exclude the application of this principle in the area of administrative law, in the case of equal-level entities, if such relations exist in this sphere. 
